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[Continuation of note on item (40), NYT 3/10/76:] Epstein did know of this 
article, since he referred to it (without a citation) in note 3 on p. 329. 

The note, unlike the article, avoids the question of penetration of the CIA, 
and does not mention Golitsin. Epstein ti.iii'ki attributes the conclusion that 
the FBI had almost certainly been penetrated to "a former senior FBI official," 
while the article says that the source was simply "a former intelligence official," 
who could easily be CIA. (Actually, maybe Epstein's attribution is not false; 
he may have gotten more information about the identity of the source, e.g. Sullivan.) 
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More on the mall interception: Lardner has now published part of the CIA’s 

letter of August 10, 1976 to the Abzug Connnittee, in which Bush stated that the 
only correspondence to or from Oswald which was intercepted was a letter to him 
from his mother, dated 8 July 1961. (I have a copy of this letter, which I don't 
think has been published; it seems quite innocuous.) 

I recently came across a reference to the mail interception in the Schweiker 
Report which I had forgotten about. Page 59 notes that "one of the CIA mail 
surveillance operations did acquire at least some of Oswald's correspondence 
^rom the Soviet Union. Despite the fact that this operation was of the highest 
sensitivity at that time, the CIA did furnish the FBI with the information the 
Agency had acquired," The impression given is that more was intercepted than 
the one letter to Oswald, but that is uncertain. Also, it is unclear whether the 
information was given to the FBI before or after the assassination. (I don't 
think there is anything in the one letter to Oswald that would warrant the CIA 
risking exposure of their operation by passing it on to the FBI.) 

The Schweiker Report's cited source is a CIA letter of 5/7/75 to the Rocke- 
feller Commission, which is CIA Item //????-1087. [That is, //1087 in the original 
numbering system.] A request by someone in Washington for this specific item 
might be worthwhile. 

On April 6, I wrote the CIA, renewing my request for all records relating to 
the Oswald mall interception. (The original request, which has been unproductive, 
was made on 8 June 1976; as noted above, that is early enough for it to have 
possibly influenced what Angleton told Epstein.) My letter cited the three mail 
interceptions described by Epstein, and pointed out the implications of the apparent 
suppression. The CIA chose to interpret my letter as a request for comment rather 
than a request for records, which it clearly was; so what I got was, in essence, 
a "no comment." I expect that if I pressed the CIA on this, they would urge me to 
wait for the forthcoming general release. They would not be able to put off a new 
request for (e.g.) item 1087 from someone else, especially a reporter, so easily. 

The CIA also told me that the last general release is now expected in another 
6 to 8 weeks. (That's what they said on 14 February!) They said that they had 
"encountered delays in coordination and related processing." 

I understand that the CIA gave the Abzug Committee some additional interesting 
information. Oswald was put on the CIA's watchlist on 9 November 1959, which is 
not surprising. He was removed on 15 March 1960, reason unknown; put back on 
on 7 August 1961, and removed 28 May 1962. I am not aware of any explanation for 
this watchlist activity. Ideas are welcomed. 



More published sources ; 

(41) Washington Monthly, April 1978, p. 65. A one-paragraph review. "Legend 
does not purport to shed any light on who killed JFK, which shows admirable restraint 
on Epstein's part." 

(42) Boston Globe, 16 April. Review by Priscilla McMillan. Quite critical, 
and rather reasonable. (There is no complaint about Epstein's description of her, 
which would be justified.) "The book's final casualty is context, the atmosphere 
in which LHO breathed and lived his life." (The first casualty was truth.) While 
McMillan's book underemphasizes Oswald's political and intelligence aspects, it is 
certainly true that Epstein leaves no room for non-sinister , non-political motives. 
For example, the simplest explanation for DeMohrenschlldt ' s interest in Marina 
would be lust. There are some good criticisms on factual points in this review also. 
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(43) The Capital Times [Madison, Wise.?], 17 April, p. 18; review by 
David Wrone. Calls Legend irresponsible and vicious; the focus is on errors of 
fact and omissions of evidence. 

(44) NYT, 18 April; story by Anthony Marro on the Shevchenko case. He has 
supposedly suggested that he can provide information about Fedora. 

(45) Washington Post, 16 April, p. Bl; long piece by Tad Szulc on Shevchenko. 
Suggests a possible link to the Fedora case; Epstein is mentioned. Probably 
contains less of substance that Szulc has heard, I would guess. 

(46) Seven Days, 21 April, p. 32; review by Jeff Goldberg (AIB) , ’’Orchids 
from Epstein.” A good overview; critical of Epstein’s errors about the shooting, 
including the affair of the oak tree. 

(47) Washington Post, 23 April, p. El. Long review by George Lardner, who 
hits Epstein hard both on the war of the moles, and the JFK shooting. The book is 
called ’’fascinating, important, and essentially dishonest... paranoid ... naive.” 

Right on! Mentions the oak tree, Epstein’s coyness about what he and Angleton 
believe (making the good point that Angleton’ s disclaimer is in an early chapter; 
it may not cover what he believes now), the mall interception matter, etc. 

Colby’s anti-Angleton position is quoted (from his forthcoming book.) 

I wonder if Lane 'and/or Epstein will complain about Lardner being a tool of 
the CIA on this matter? 

(48) Washington Star, 23 April; review by Jacob Cohen. Critical of the absence 
of much new information, the bad footnotes, the misrepresentation of the diary, 

the incomplete presentation of the graphologist's opinions about Oswald, the reliance 
on Angleton, and the general implausibillty of Oswald’s behavior if he was a KGB 
spy. As usual, Cohen is effective in criticizing people who have not thought 
through the implications and consequences of their claims; as usual, his arguments 
against a conspiratorial explanation of the shooting are not quite convincing, 
but deserve to be taken seriously. (His book, ’’Conspiracy Fever,” is now promised 
for this fall.) 

(49) Washington Star, 23 April; another review, this one by David Wise. 

Good background on Angleton, and his ’’sinister” testimony to the Church Committee 

(to the effect that the CIA doesn’t really have to obey a President’s ’’overt orders”). 
Wise effectively raises the possibility that Nosenko was a plant with a true 
story. He complains about Epstein’s failure to spell out his conclusions on 
DeMohren s child t, but there is not much on the assassination part of the book; 

Wise calls it ’’well written, carefully researched, and ultimately very disappointing.” 
He raises the possibility that Nosenko was a plant who was supposed to be found 
out, thus raising the false specter of a mole inside the CIA and sowing ’confusion 
and suspicion.'' 

(50) Washington Post, 24 April, p. 1; a long story by Robert G. Kaiser, 
stating that the Senate Intelligence Committee has begun an Inquiry into the 
Nosenko case (which is summarized). The Post has talked to some of Epstein’s sources. 
David Murphy and Tennent H. Bagley are named as top men in the Soviet Russia 
Division, who joined in Angleton ’s challenge of Nosenko. The Post has confirmed 

that Igor Agu, the ’’press attach^” who told Epstein about Nosenko, was not a press 
attach^ and may have been a KGB agent. Comments on Nosenko by Helms and Colby 
are included. 

(51) New York, 24 April, p. 9. Another ’’Intelligencer” item: ”An End to 
the War of the Moles?” Suggests that Shevchenko may confirm the (\ngletonian) 
suspicions about Fedora and another undercover agent inside the Russian mission, 

’’Top Hat.” (Where Is New York getting all this stuff? Epstein?) 

(52) Time, 24 April, p. 37; the original report that Shevchenko has offered 
to talk about possible disinformation agents, for a price. 

(53) S.F. Examiner, 25 April, p. 29; Dan Schorr’s syndicated column. A 
summary of the Shevchenko-Fedora-Nosenko-Epstein situation. Colby is said to 

have been planning to fire Angleton because of the harm his obsession with counter- 
intelligence was doing. 

(54) Boston Phoenix, 25 April 78; review by Dave Williams (AIB). Properly 
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critical, of course, e.g. on Epstein’s handling of his sources. Includes some 
interesting quotes from Willie’s interview of Epstein. 

(55) Nation, 29 April, p. 509; review by Aaron Latham. Critical of Epstein’s 
style, and his reliance on Angleton. The focus is on Angleton, who saw spies 
around him "as Howard Hughes saw germs." Latham suggests that "Legend" may itself 
be the false biography. (By the way, can someone give me a citation for, or a copy 
of, Latham’s interview of Angleton some time ago - in "New York?") 

(56) New Republic, 29 April, p. 35; review by Alice van Buren of "Legend" 
and "Marina and Lee." A somewhat imprecise but generally valid critique of 
Epstein. The comments on McMillan are positive, and fascinating; ask for a copy, 
if you are interested. Now we know why most assassination researchers are males. 

(57) AIB newsletter, April-May; review by Carl Oglesby. Properly critical; 
the focus is on Angleton. "The best guess [about the purpose of Legend ] is that 
Oswald had been involved, from the CIA side, in a combined CIA-KGB operation of 

a most secret character, and that it was this operation which was placed in jeopardy 
when Oswald was made the patsy for the JFK hit." An interesting idea, new to me: 
any evidence? Any guess as to what that joing operation might have been? Any 
evidence of actual joint operations? 

(58) Newsweek, 1 May, p. 9; a letter from Eli Karson (Somers, Conn.), who 
claims to have been a USAF U-2 intelligence officer and unit historian. He finds 
Epstein’s claim that the information known to Oswald (rate of ascent and cruising 
altitude) could have helped shoot down Powers to be "absurd." 

As noted above, Epstein’s claim did sound implausible to me; on the other 
hand, I recall from Powers’ book that he did his best not to let the Russians know 
his height when he was shot down. (Incidentally, the McMillan review, #42, states 
without attribution that the Russians knew the cruising altitude and. (at the time 
of the defection) lacked only missile capacity to shoot the U-2 down.) 

(59) Esquire, 9 May, p. 59; excerpts from Colby’s book. Nothing on Epstein- 
Angleton-Nosenko here, but it’s generally interesting. The Rockefeller Commission 
is covered, along with the first surfacing of the reports of foreign assassinations. 

Of most interest to me is the statement that the 1973 "family jewels" report 
included, "in a separate and even more secret annex," a summary by the Inspector 
General of the 1967 I.G. report, said to be about "the CIA’s involvement in 
assassination attempts or plans against Castro, Lumumba, and Trujillo." My first 
question, of course, is what (if anything) this 1973 report said about the JFK 
assassination's possible connection to the plots against Castro. 



FILLER: 

(S.F. Chronicle, 

19 Jan 78, p. 14) 

"Angie" is presumably 
J. Jesus Angleton. 




CanAngie, the new Sweathog. help Epstein out when he hands In a 
■ ‘ho<^ term paper? Gabriel Kaplan stars. . i i :r 
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